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Dr. R. L. Johns, Chairman of the Department of Educational
Administration, College of Education, University of Florida, has
assisted many states throughout the nation in developing a foun-
dation program for the support of public education. It is only
logical that these programs should be improvad and revised in
light of emerging conditions. Recognizing that there j5 a wide
variation in local effort to support education, Dr. Johny has de-
_veloped & suggested addition to the foundation program which
carries the title of “Incentive Grant for Quality Education.”
It is the hope of those who endorse this idea that such & program
will do much toward stimulating local school systems to make
an adequate local effort to support public education. Should
a state legislature adopt a program of this nature, there is no
doubt that it will result in widespread improved support for
pudblic education. ‘

This program has been endorsed in principle by the Depart-
ment of Superintendents of the Florida Education Association,
the Florida School Boards Association, the Board of Directors
of the Florida Education Association, and the State Department
of Education. Moreover it has the strong endorsement of a num-
ber of daily newspapers in Florida. The Florida Educational
Research and Development Council is pleased to assist in this
effort to improve education in Florida by making this pamphlet
available to legislators, laymen, and other leaders in the state.

J. B. White, Executive Secretary

March, 1966
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" A PROPOSED INCENTIVE GRANT FOR
QUALITY EDUCATION*

L. Johns

BY R| ‘
Chairman of the Dug;rmwnt of Educational Administration,
niversity of Florida ,

The foundation program method of apportioning state school
funds has been in operation for forty-two years. New York
State was the first state to establish this plan of state support.
The late Dr. Paul Mort of Columbia University was the author
of the original New York foundation program. During the past
forty-two years, raors than forty states have adopted the foun-
dation program or squalization plan for distributing all or a
part of their state funds for the public schools. Florida adopte
the foundation program plan of state support in 1947. Dr. E. L.
Morphet and the author, both of whom were students of Dr.
Mort, did the major work in drafting the 1947 law at the re-
quest of the Florida Citizens’ Committee on Education.

The foundation program method of distributing state school
funds is sound in principle. It is based on the democratic phi-
losophy that wealth should be taxed equally wherever it is lo-
cated within a state in order to provide a minimum foundation
program of education for all children regardless of where they
live within that state. The foundation program has served Flor-
ida well during the past rineteen years. It has served other
states well. The foundation program will continue and should
continue to be the basic method of distributing state school funds
in Florida.

When the foundaiion program plan was originated forty-two
years ago, Mort and his students believed that it was the ideal
pisn for state school support. At that time and for many years
thereafter, it was the ideal plan as compared with other known
alternatives.

We have now had forty-two years of experience with the
foundation program plan of state support in the nation and nine-

experience in Florida. During the past forty-two
yoors, Mort and his students and students of Mort’s students
have continued to do research on state support. We are now

S ————— A . .
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| parml:-t&n " Education. - Department approves this proposal in prin-
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generally agreed that the foundation program plan alons is not
the ideal plan of state support for the present time. We believe
that something should be added t6 the foundation program plan

. - in order to bring it in line with the bert known methods of state
support. A proposal is presented in this monograph for a sup-
plement to the foundation program of Florida which should
greatly improve the Florida plan of state support.

The original purpose of the foundation program was for the
state by an equitable combination of state and local funds to
guarantes a minimum program of education for every child in
the state. That has now been accomplished. It is true that the
present minimum educational program guaranteed in Florida is
at too low a level. That minimum must be raised from time to

“time in future years. We have raised the minimum program
from time to time in the past and we will do so in future years.
The question is: Does the state have an additional responsibii-
ity for school financing in addition to its responsibility for main-
taining & minimum foundation program for all children?

| Those who have been researching this question have come to
the conclusion that the state does have an additional responsi-
bility. It is believed that the state has the additional respon-
sibility of providing financial incentives for schuol districts to
provide more 'than a minimum program of education for the
children under their jurisdiction. There is a tendency for school
financing to become static under foundation programs. All too
many districts have become content with a minimum program
of education. We need to insert a dynamic, stimulating ele-
ment in the foundation program. Proof for that statement can
readily be found by examining certain statistics for Florida
county school systems.

Table I shows the ratio of the total local property taxes col-
lected for schools in 1965-66 to the required local tax effort of

~each county for the support of the foundation program. The
average county levies 4.208 times as much local property tax for

“schools as the required local minimum effort to support the

" foundation program. The ratio of total local taxes for achools
to the required minimum effort is an excellent measure of Jocal
tax effort for schools because the required minimum effort is de-
termined by an index of relative tax-paying ability. It will be

. noted that the effort ratio ranges from 1.100 in one county to
6.102 in another. This means that the county making the great-
est effort in proportion to ability is making 514 times as much

4 .
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Manatee ... 3,484,254 779,690
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Not all counties have yet complied with the ruling of the

State Supreme Court requiring that property be assessed at true
market value.: Data furnished by the Railroad Assessment
Board show that only eight counties assessed property at 100

" percent of true value in 1965-66 despite the fact that 17 coun-

ties revalued property in 1965. The methods used by the Board
in eltlmating the percent of true value at which pmmrty is aa~
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under-estimate. Despite this fact, 40 counties in- 1965-66 were.
reported as having assessed property at less than 60 percent of -
“true value. Of this number, 16 counties assessed property at

less than 40 percent of true value. Unless property is assessed

at a high percent of market value, it is impossible for a county to

make a reasonable local tax effort for schools because the con-
stitution limits boards of public instruction to a school levy for
mainienance and operation of 20 mills—a maximum of ten mills

“levied by the board and a maximum of 10 mills to be approved

at biennial elections by electors who are freeholders.

Some counties are revaluing property for the 1966-67 fiscal
year but in a- number of counties, no action is being taken to

comply with the court order. Up to March 2, 1966, no state au-

thority had been used to compel the counties to assess property
at 100 percent of true value. On March 2, 1966, the Leon County
Circuit Court rendered an important decision on a suit brought
by Marion County and Bay County taxpayers. The Court ruled
that the State Comptroller should take the following action
against the assessor in a county where there had been “inten-
tional, arbitrary and systematic undervaluation of property:”

First, he should refuse to approve the tax rolls

Second, he should take the assessor to court in hls own
county

Third, as a last resort the Comptroller should recommend
to the Governor that the assessor be removed from
- office by the Governor.

The Court further cautioned that the comptroller should not
arbitrarily substitute his judgment on the value of property for
the assessor’s judgment. Furthermore, the Court held that the
Comptroller need not consider the estimates of the Railroad As-
sessment Board in determmmg whether property.was under-
assessed.

It remains to be seen whether this opinion will speed up the
revaluation of property in Florida. The procedure outlined in
the Court’s decision involves taking the matter to court. Prior

- to March 2, 1966, the only recourse in a county where property

was underassessed was for & taxpayer to take the matter to
court. This procedure has not been fully effective even when
a favorable decision had been obtained. Taking a matter to
court is always expensive in time and money. It is possible that
the proposals presented in this monograph may be as effective

4
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| "’m obtaining the assessment of property at true value as court
declsions..

< But the assessment ratm is not the only obstacle to securmg
R ‘;a reasonably adequate local tax effort to support schools. When
‘property hias been assessed at a suﬂicxently high percent of true
" value to provide some revenue margin, it is still necessary to
make the tax levies. The 1965 legislature requlred in a county
which had increased its assessments by a major revaluation pro-
gram, that the tax levies in the succeeding year be reduced pro-
portionately pius an annual increase of not more than ten per-
cent. Provision was made for exceptions to this rule in an
emergency. This provision of the 'aw has not been unduly
~restrictive, but boards of public instruction are encountering
- considerable public resistance to the voting of the needed levies.
In November, 1965, the freeholders in a number of counties ap-
proved less district millage than the board recommended and -
- more than 80, 000 people in the state voted for no district mill-
~ age at all which would have limited the board to a maximum levy
of 10 mills. Fortunately this short-gighted policy did not pre-
vail in any county.

The evidence is cenclusive that the taxpayers in a large num-
ber of Florida counties are content to sit idly by and let the state
make all of the moves to improve education. We cannot have:
high quality schools in any county unlesu there is substantisl
ivcal financial effort to supplement the' minimum foundation
program. The minimum foundation program is not a quality
program. It is'a minimum program and it is so named in the
law. The timmes demand and our children need a quality pro-
gram, not a minimum program. How can we get such a pro-
gram?

Those of us who orlgmally developed foundatxon programs
for state support hoped that minimum foundation programs
would evolve into quality foundation programs. This has not
happened in any state. The experience that we have had in
Florida with the evolution of the foundation program has been
similar to the experiences of other states with their foundation
programs. These foundation programs have improved: over the
years but the growth has been slow because it has been necessary
to obtain a state-wide consensus before a forward step could be
taken.

'Can some means be devised for speedmg up the rate of in-
crease in the quality of the educational program? ‘Those of us

8
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who have been studying this problem have come to the conclu-
sion that we need to supplement the foundation program with an
incentive grant to improve the quality of the educational pro-
gram. The purpose of this incentive grant is to give additional
state financial help to those districts that.are willing to help
themselves financially. It is interesting to note that one of the
leading advocates of the incentive grant to supplement the foun-
dation program was the late Dr. Mort, the father of the founda-

tion program in the nation. Three states now have incentive
grants of varying types. These states are New Yr.x, Rhode
Island and Wisconsin. Dr. Mort developed the incentive grant

plans in Rhode Island and New York shortly before his death.

Principlés and Alternatives

Each incentive grant plan must be developed consistent with
the foundation program plan for a state. Since foundation pro-
gram plans differ in technology, so must incentive grant plans
differ. However, there are certain.principles goyerning incen-
tive grant plans that are generally agreed upon by students of

" this matter. Those principles are as follows:

1 The amount of the incentive grant received by a school
district should be determined by the local tax effort
it makes in relation to its ability.

- 2, Incentive grants must be as beneficial to the least
wealthy districts as to the most wealthy districts.

8. Local school officials should have maximum freedom
to expend state funds from the incentive grant for
improving the quality of the educational program
with a minimum of state control.

A relatively simple incentive grant plan fo: Florida is pre-
sented in the remainder of this monograph. . Assumptions are
made in this publication with respect to the amount of funds
available in order to demonstrate how the plan operates. The

actual amount of money allocated can be greater than or less

than the amount assumed as determined by the Legislature.
Let us assume that the Legislature has determined that the

state appropriation for the public achools should be increased

approximately $1,000 per instruction unit. The Legislature has

available a number of alternatives which it could consider. Fol-

lowmg are some of these alternatlves'

1. The Legwlature could increase the state allocatlon
‘ $1,000 per mstructlon umt as prov1ded for in subsec-




" tion (5) of section 286,07 of the Florida Statuves. This
"would increase the Minimum Foundation Program for
Other Current ,Ex?enses by $1,000 per instruction

unit. Under this alteraative, the state a propriation
per instruction unit would be increased by an aver-
age of only $750 per instruction unit becausge the coun-
ties collectively would have to raise from lacal taxes
- 25 percent of the increase, provided that the total col-
lective local required effort may not be increased more
- than five percent %er ﬁear. According to this plan
each county would be charged with a uniform percent
" increase in its local effort to support the Foundativn
Program regardless of the total Jocal effort it is now
making. This alternative would provide no incentive
whatsoever for those counties now making a low local
effort, to increase that effort.
The Legislature could increase the state allocation
$1,000 per instruction unit as Frovided for in subsec-
tion (15 of section 286.075 of the Florida Statutes.
This refers to the allocation of the County School Sales
Tax Trust Fund. . This alternative would require an
increase of $1,000 per instruction unit in state funda
because it requires no local tax effort to quality for
the total amount of state allocation available, This
flan would provide no incentive whatsoever for the
agging counties to increase their local tax effort to
the level of other counties. ‘
- The Legislature could allocate $400 per instruction unit
either under alternative 1 or 2 above and $600 per in-
gtruction unit under a quality education incentive plan
which is deseribed below. ‘ .

The Proposed Incéntive Grant

" The children need and the safety of the nation demands
that morve than a minimum quality of education be
provided for all children.

. Quality education cannot be provided in any school
‘gystem jointly supported by state and local funds un-

less adequate tax effort for schools is made at both the
state level and the local level. We have a artnership
plan of school financing in Florida sxnd unless the re-
sponsibilities of both partners are fulfilled, the need-
ed educational opportunities are not provided.

. Some part of the ‘state funds provided for schools
‘_ phould be allocated in proportion to the total local tax

10

The principles governing the development of incentive grant
plans for quality education have already been set forth. The

assumptions underlying plans of this type are as follows:
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effort made by the counties in relation to ability. That
ia the more local tax effort a cqunty makes for schools
in proportion to its ability, the more state funds it

vill receive. This plan provides an incentive for coun-
ties to make a substantial local tax effort for achools.
The requirement that the low tax effort counties must
increase their local effort in order to share fully in
incresses in atate funds should stimulate those coun-
tles to provide better local support for their schools.

* The increase in state funds accompanied by an increase

in local effort of the lagying counties should provide
the basis for financing a substantial increase in the
quality of education in all counties.

Computation of the Incentive Grant

The technique for computing the incentive grant to each

“county based on 1965-66 data is zet forth belew.

‘Data Needed and Computation (all data for the current year)

B!
2.

8.

Minimum local tax effort in dollars required of each

‘system to support the Minimum Foundation Program.

Total local property taxes for schools in each system
including maintenance and operation levies and levies
for debt service. (Data taken from the local budgets,
the estimate of local taxes approved by the State De-
partment of Education.) ,

Number of instruction units allotted in the Minimum
Foundation Program.

Compute the ratio of the required minimum local tax
effort to total Jocal property taxes for aschools in each
achool system by dividing Item 2 by Item 1.

Compute the state average ratio by dividing the state
total of local property taxes levied for schools by the
state total of required local effort to support the Min-
imum Foundation Progrom.

Compute the local ?roperty tax effort of each local
school system in re ation to the state average effort
by dividing Item 4 by Item B, provided that the divisor
may not exceed 4.5.

Multiply Ttem 8 by 8600 (or some oither appropriate

‘figure). ‘ .

Compute the incentive grant for each éystié‘.m by multi-
plying Item 7, by Item ¢ provided no multiplier from
Item 6 can be greater than 1.100. .

11

The computations of the incentive grant are relatively sim-

ﬁle. They are set forth in Tables I and II. ‘It will be noted that
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PABCO coorneeersvererererees 380 201,600 ~ 8.2638 178 156,
Pinellas ieeeeciveseiceee - Y04 1,742,400 84 1188 1,916,640

751" % T 1,286,200 8.949 9 1,208,088
Putnm ...ccecoverevess 88 929,900 - 8.089 186 168,402
St, JOhDE wwovenvreceseene T4 164,400 8878 . 32,178

8t Lucie oo 40 264000 8685 871 1,528
mum -»’uu-ooéiu | “5 Y ) 2‘522 " ‘1“,200
SArAEOLR occireccererereee 896 417,600 8.818 807 878,768
Seminole ....cconneees 687 804,200  3.684 868 836,268
SUMEEr  <.orvneirereseneens - 108 04,800  2.640 628 89,634
SuUwWaAnNee .......... 191 114,600 1.994 AT4 380
TAYIOF oo 108 '600 8596 8 865,268
Union: ........ U 1 34,200  3.102 N 26,240
Volusi ..ccceeeereree 1,878 828,800  8.366 J198 657,392
Wakulla .ccooveveeneene 3 43,800 2971 07 80,967
w.lwn | desssssscsosiasasice 192 115,20‘0 10727 0‘11 47,3‘7
CWMlton Gon T 187 | 94g00 2008 A%8 4692

TOTAL.............. 51,662 $80,081,200  4.208* 1.000*  $28,876,180
* Average

jal incentive to make & local tax effort up
he state average local effort,
financial incentive should be provided for

of the state average local effort.
od that state financial incentives
a level of locai effort that any dis-

1t could be
On the
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trict is willing to go. Rhode Island does this in its incentive
plan. The plan provided herein seems to be a reasonable com-
promise because it provides incantives for a reasonably substan-
tial local effort without encouraging wunlimited local tax in-
croases. Furthermore the limitation of the divisor in Item 6

‘above to 4.5 will prevent the counties fxrom forcing each other -
into unlimited local tax increases in order to qualify for the in-

centive grant. However local operation and maintenance taxes
for schools in Florida are limited by the Constitution to 20 mills
and therefore it is impossible for school taxes in Florida to be-
come excessive as compared with the Northern and Western
states.

Colunin 5 ‘of Table II shows that it would have required
$28,675,180 in state funds to finance the proposed incentive grant
in 1965-66. This amounted to $556.24 per instruction unit in
1965-66. It is assumed that the amount allocated per instruc-
tion unit would increase somewhat in the future as the counties
increase their local effort. However it is not anticipated that
the ‘increase would bring the aflocation up to more than $600
per instruction unit in the near future because the state aver-

- age ratio used as the divisor would increase proportionately up

to 4.56. However if the requirement for the allocation did exceed
the approprjation, it could be scaled proportionately.

Requirements Governing the Expenditure of the Incentive Grant

The proposed requirements governing the exbenditure of the
state incentive grant are as follows:

1. The incentive srant fund must be expended entirely
" _for instructional purposes as defined in the state ap-
~ proved accounting system.
2, Each board of public instruction shall require its pro-
... fessional staff, assisted by such consulting help as the
board may obiain, to evaluate its educational program
at least quadrennially and to make recommendations
" to the board as to how the incentive grant could most
- wisely be expended to improve the quality of education
- in that county. Each board of pubiic instruction must.
develop a plan for the use of the incentive grant, rior
to or during the first year of the operation of the
.grant. A copy of that plan should be filed with the
state superintendent of public instruction. This plan
ghould be revised periodically in accordance with the
findings of evaluative studies.

8. At the end of each biennium, the superintendent of
- S 4 2 ‘
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gtblic instruction in each county shall make a mport
the state nuperlntendm t of public instruction show-
ve grant to that county was used

of odmtion in that
Thnmiﬁw.mwln of public imtrnetionm
m thm raports available to the Leg-

Local Goards of nuiilic instruction, suparintendents of public
instruction and the professional employees of the board should
be held directly rusponsible for the judicious use of the incen-
tive grant. There should be a minimum of state control over
this fund. Local boards are already harassed by a muliitude
of Federal controls over the uses of recently increased Federal
funds. All of these increased funds are earmarked for specisl

purposes specified by the Federal Government. Faderal funds .

cannot be used to raise the general level of the quality of educa-
tion. Boards of public instruction sorely need some funds over
which they have discretion to determine their use for increasing

- the guality of education in that county. Conditions and needs

vary in each county and competent local officials are in better
position to know what these needs are than Federal and state
Mciai ‘ | ‘ u

There has been a tendency in recent years to reduce the au-
thority of local government and to increase the authority of
the Federal Government and the state governments. Some of
these changes have probebly been desirable but there sre many
who believe that the basic strength of American Democracy is
Tounded on the vigor of local governiments, The incentive grant
plan proposed herein not only provides for increasing the quality
of education in every county in Florida but it also tends to re-
vitalize local government by providing incentives for local gov-
ernments to assume an equnitable share of the cost of education
md it vests local school governments with the authority and the
reuponslbnlity to make a wise use of incentive funds.

Legisiation Needed
An Act of the Legislature would be needed to implement the

‘incentive grant plan proposed in this monograph. However this

would be a relatively simple act. All of the easential provisions

of that act are included in this publication. Furthermore, rela-

tively simple procedures are required for the adminlltration of

the propoud act ; , o _
16
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| | Summary

be available to each county using 1965-66 data, assuming that
~ $600 per instruction unit would be allocated by the incentive
grant plan and $400 by ssction 288.075 of the Florida statutes.
Ll -1t would have requived $28,675,180 to fund the incentive plan-
T RSN and $20,620,800 for the $400 per instruction unit grant or a total

SRR N . of $49,295,980 to fund both plans in 1965-66.

Ttble III providu s summary of the state funds that would °

LI . -

ERE ) TABL! m TO'I*AL INCREABE IN STATE FUNDS PROVIDED BY
T T , ALLOCATING $600 PER INSTRUCTION UNIT BY AN
SRR B INCENTIVE GRANT FOR QUALITY EDUCATION

HE S o PLUS $400 PER INSTRUCTION BY SECTION 286.075
T Ol' I‘LORIDA STATU'I‘ES APPLIED TO 1965-66 DA
e T $600 Per  $400 Per
. K oo * Imtrucﬁon ~ Instruction
; B Unit Unit By .
- R ‘ o | Ingentive Section ,

o : w 286.075 Total
R N " Alachua evsititees § 448,060 '$ 850,800 - § 798,860
B T Baker ... S 82,458 89,200 71,658

T TR Bay' et SAT104 288,000 585,104
A Bradford 70,942 - 86,800 187,742
D I Brevard ... 1.244,749 788,600 . 2,028,849
See Broward ........... . .m,1 . - 1,378,400 8,980,502

S B L : ~Calhoun o £1,967 - 48,200 65,167
Charlotte 76,560 - 46,400 122,960
Citrus 79,880 49,600 129,680
150,588 ; 94,000 244,588
Collier . y 147,180 200 286,380
do oo | sAsed0 3,383,600 340
* DeSoto o 2129170 - 46,400 74,170
‘- Dixie . 85,006 . 26,400 161,406
Duval ... 8,158,480 1,911,200 5,064,680
Escambis 1,107,911 790,80 1,898,711
Flagler - 16,8 , 34,400 89,626
!‘unklin 82,887 400 61,287
‘Gadeden 208,077 188,200 386,277
Gilchrist | ceiserbensessiscimie vien 38,808 oo 18,800 42,408
Glades 19,480 18,400 87,880
74,834 52,000 126,384
Hmulton " 29,888 48,600 78,488
‘ - Hardee : 44,050 58,200 97,260
b Hendry ........... 49,542 - 46,000 ’ 95,542
L . Hernando 60,541 - 58,800 114,141
L hlandl eeiemimmeseeninees 112,078 ¢ 108,200 215,275
; th i T 1,488,488 1,674,400 828
i Holmes o ALADL 56,4 97,864
- ~ Indinn Riwr sunsbuimesabensnting 1.9'%,400 , 116,000 400
- Jackson 890 64,800 240,690
B Jd’m insises - 21084 51,300
: Wmm ; : 5,508 . 14,000
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"‘dhon et ansricucavavedaresibnbte -
Manatee

Martin
. Monroe .

‘Okalooas
Okw:hobea

Osceo ..
Palm Baach ...................

%“n.:f"i..
Polk

Putnam
St. Johm
' satadey nuﬂ----u-uhu.
“ Santa Rosa ...
- Sarasota
Seminole -
Sumter : :
Sawannee ... S ree
'tl"a:ylor 2 .
Volusia
Wakulla 0,96
Walton ....... B4 : 124,147
Washington .......cu..ce..... . 46,912 109 712

TOTAL ..... $28,675,130 ‘s49,295,9so

4

It nught be argued that the entxre $1,000 per instruction
unit should be allocated accordirg to the incentive plan. How-
ever, it is believed that a period of time is needed for the low
effort counties to bring their local tax effort up to average prac-
tice. The allocation of $400 of the $1,000 on a straight instruc-
tion unit basis would give low effort counties the time needed to
" increase their local tax effort without suffering so drastlc a
ﬂmncml penalty during the interim period. o
~In the first part of this monograph, three sltemtwe plans )
of aetion wm utforth for the eon-idmﬁon of tho Leglaluture. =
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'l‘ha evidenu set forth above ‘shows_clearly that alternative 8
- which incorporates the ineentiva grant tor quulity educaﬁon in
by far the best plan, |~ - o
. In conclusion, the mpmad imelitiw grant is mund in pnncl-
ple‘ It adds a dynamic -element t6 the foundation program. : It
. helps the counties that. are willing to help themselves. It helps
~ the less wealthy counties as well as the more wealthy counties
to ‘improve the quality of education, It encourages local initi-
.. Ative to improve the quality of education. Finally, when we add
-an incentive grant. for quality education to the foundation pro-
gram, Florida will agsin have a plan f state support equal:to
 the best in tha mﬁm with rupcct'to wundnels and oquity of
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A City
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